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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to communications filed on November 22, 2007. 
Claims 1-20 are pending in the case. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, filed November 22, 2007, with respect to the objection of 
claims 1 1 and 16 as failing to provide the commencement of the claims on a separate sheet have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. The objection of claims 1 1 and 16 is hereby 
withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed November 22, 2007, with respect to the rejection of 
claims 1, 6, 11, and 16 under 35 USC §102 and claims 2-3, 7-8, 12-13, and 17-18 under 35 USC 
§103 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

In response to Applicant's argument that "a processor module is a processing device not a 
"data holding device"", sec page 8, ^[4, Nakashima discloses "each processor module la to lc is 
comprised of a CPU (Central Processing Unit), a memory, and control devices, and carried out 
various operations according to programs read from a storage device, not shown [0025]. It is 
anticipated that a memory or a storage device is a data holding device. 

In response to Applicant's argument that "defines a data holding device is irrelevant. 
What is relevant are the claimed limitations", see page 8, ]]5, applicant is reminded that during 
patent examination, the pending claim is "given their broadest reasonable interpretation 
consistent with the specification." >The Federal Circuit's en banc decision in Phillips v. A WH 
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Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 75 USPQ2d 1321 (Fed. Cir. 2005) expressly recognized that the USPTO 
employs the "broadest reasonable interpretation" standard: 

The Patent and Trademark Office ("PTO") determines the scope of claims in patent 
applications not solely on the basis of the claim language, but upon giving claims their broadest 
reasonable construction "in light of the specification as it would be interpreted by one of 
ordinary sill in the art." In re Am. Acad. ofSci. Tech. Or., 367 F. 3d 1359, 1364[, 70 USPQ2d 
1827] (Fed. Cir. 2004). Indeed, the rules of the PTO require that application claims must 
"conform to the invention as set forth in the remainder of the specification and the terms and 
phrases used in the claims must find clear support or antecedent basis in the description so the 
meaning of the terms in the claims may be ascertainable by reference to the description." 37 CFR 
1.75(d)(1). 

As stated above, Nakashima discloses "each processor module la to lc is comprised of a 
CPU (Central Processing Unit), a memory, and control devices, and carried out various 
operations according to programs read from a storage device, not shown [0025]. Examiner 
considers a memory or a storage device is a data holding device. 

Thus since it is well known in the art that a processing module, e.g., computer, is a data 
holding device, it meets the claims. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., ""Data 
holding devices" ... to include buffers", see page 9, 1(3) are not recited in the rejected claims. 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 



Application/Control Number: 10/076,357 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2152 

are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). 

In response to applicant's argument that "Nakashima specifically teaches that real IP 
addresses are assigned to the processor modules while a virtual IP address is assigned to the 
multiprocessor system", see page 9, ][4, without pointing out where Nakashima teaches such. 
Nevertheless, applicant is invited to review [0054].. [0061] where Nakashima explicitly discloses 
assigning virtual IP address to processor modules PM#1 to PM#4, depending on the type of 
communication process. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 23 1 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). In this case, Nakashima teaches 
using virtual IP addresses when transacting data, while Acharya teaches providing a logical unit 
of storage (LUN), i.e., data holding device, with a virtual IP address. Since it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize Acharya's 
method of virtualization of iSCSI Storage in Nakashima's system, motivated by the need of 
curbing the rising costs of storage management by enabling wider sharing of storage devices and 
the consolidation of storage resources under centralized administrative control, thus it meets the 
claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 1,6, 11, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being unpatentable 
by Nakashima (US 2001/0023456). 

Regarding claims 1,6, 11, and 16, Nakashima discloses a method of transacting network 
data, comprising: 

determining whether data being processed data is network data (as shown in Figures 2-3, 
Nakashima teaches when a request is received from a user via the internet 32, the multi- 
processor information processing provides processing for allowing the user to connect to an 
appropriate server (para 0039). The processors modules 10a to lOd are each comprised of a CPU, 
a memory, control devices, etc., and carry out various operations according to programs read 
from the storage device lOg (para 0047). Thus inherently it must determine whether data being 
processed is network data so the user can be connected to an appropriate server, or non-network 
data so operations can be carried out according to programs read from the storage device lOg); 
and 

transacting, if the data is network data, the data using a virtual IP address, the virtual 
address being an IP address given to a data holding device in the multiprocessor system (e.g., 
assignment of virtual IP addresses can be defined for the PM#1 to PM#4 on a processor module 
by processor module basis, thus it is possible to determine the assignment of a virtual IP address 
to a processor module based on the type of a communication process; para 0058 - 0061). 

Since the disclosure does not further define what a data holding device may entail, the 
Examiner considers the processor modules are indeed data holding devices. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. Claims 2-3, 7-8, 12-13, and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable by Nakashima (US 2001/0023456), in view of Acharya et al (US 6,934,799), 
hereinafter Acharya. 

Regarding claims 2, 7, 12, and 17, Nakashima discloses substantially all the claimed 
limitations, except the data holding device is a buffer. 

Acharya teaches storage virtualization wherein receiving a packet that is part of a TCP 
connection to a particular block range each of the target physical LUN can be mapped to a 
virtual IP address (col. 3: line 49 - col. 4: line 36). 

Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize Acharya's method of virtualization of iSCSI Storage in 
Nakashima 's system, motivated by the need of curbing the rising costs of storage management 
by enabling wider sharing of storage devices and the consolidation of storage resources under 
centralized administrative control. 

Regarding claims 3, 8, 13, and 18, Nakashima-Acharya also discloses the buffer (le, lOg, 
lOh) is implemented using memory allocation (Nakashima: para 0033, and 0049-0050). 

Regarding claims 4, 9, 14, and 19, Nakashima-Acharya also discloses the buffer contends 
for access to one of the limited physical interfaces (e.g., storage virtualization is employed to 
contend for access to one of the limited physical interfaces; Acharya: abstract). 
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Regarding claims 5, 10, 15, and 20, Nakashima-Acharya also discloses before 
transmitting the data to the physical interface, the virtual IP address replaced by a destination IP 
address (col. 3: lines 58-67) 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to VAN KIM T. NGUYEN whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3073. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit, can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Van Kim T. Nguyen 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2152 

Vkn 

/Bunjob Jarocnchonwanit/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2152 



